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Many of these 42 wranglers pursued careers in the Anglican Church and several served as bishops. These wrangler
bishops and mathematically trained clerics were well placed to participate in the debates surrounding science and
religion. Craik examines these debates thoroughly, including reactions to the controversial Essays and Reviews of
1860, a collection of writings against literal interpretations of the Bible, and Charles Darwin’s 1859 Origin of Species.
He carries this theme into his case studies of two of Hopkins’s students: the devout George Gabriel Stokes (Senior
Wrangler, 1841) and Bishop Harvey Goodwin (2nd, 1840), both of whom sought to harmonize science and religion.
The subjects of the other two case studies, George Green (4th, 1837) and John Couch Adams (Senior Wrangler,
1843), did not study under Hopkins but were clearly marked by their Cambridge mathematical educations. The four
case studies bring a level of detail and immediacy that is impossible in the wider prosopography. In fact, the prosopo-
graphical discussion of the wranglers’ careers in British universities and colleges begins to read like a list. What this
discussion lacks is institutional history, which Craik fortunately provides in the next chapter on the wranglers’ careers
abroad. His accounts of wranglers in Australia, India, and Africa are highly engaging. Especially interesting is the
employment of William Archer Porter (3rd, 1849) as tutor to the Maharaja of Mysore, a political puppet of the British
in India, as well as the controversy surrounding John William Colenso (2nd, 1836), the Bishop of Natal. Craik also
gives an extensive account of the ill-fated mission to Central Africa by Bishop Charles Frederick Mackenzie (2nd,
1848), who had been aided by missionary and explorer David Livingstone.
Craik closes the book with discussions of the growth of a mathematical research community in Britain, and the
achievements of British mathematics from 1830 to 1880. While both discussions are brief, they give a clear and
succinct account of the state of the mathematical art in Britain during this period.
Craik’s book takes advantage of insightful firsthand accounts of life at Cambridge during the middle third of the
19th century. As a result, this book allows us a glimpse inside Cambridge’s colleges, and, in particular, Mr. Hopkins’
tutoring rooms. There are numerous accounts of “great Cambridge men of mathematics,” but Craik also gives us an
integrated account of the study of mathematics at Cambridge; he includes the “great men” as well as men who have
previously fallen outside of the range of historians of mathematics, but whose lives are nonetheless compelling and
insightful. As a result, the reader comes away with sense of how involved these mathematicians were, not just in
education, but government, the Anglican Church, and debates central to Victorian Britain.
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After the publication in 1999 of Philippe Nabonnand’s authoritative edition of the correspondence between Henri
Poincaré and Gösta Mittag-Leffler (Nabonnand, 1999), the Poincaré Archives in Nancy have now published a second,
equally significant volume of correspondence. Prepared under the direction of Scott Walter, the volume presents 269
items of correspondence between Poincaré and some sixty-one physicists, chemists, and engineers. In an appendix,
the volume documents a number of additional items, most importantly a number of proposals to the Nobel Prize
committee.
The editorial project in Nancy is faced with the task of publishing an archive of some 1890 items of correspondence
with 372 correspondents in total. The archival inventory as well as facsimiles and transcriptions of many of the items
themselves have already been made accessible on the project’s Web site (http://www.univ-nancy2.fr/poincare/). Given
this amount of material, another three volumes of correspondence are planned that will cover Poincaré’s epistolary
interactions with mathematicians, astronomers, and geodesists, as well as his administrative and personal correspon-
dence. The present volume aims to achieve thematic unity by presenting all of Poincaré’s correspondence with the
physicists, or more generally, that group of his colleagues who by their profession are primarily concerned with the
natural sciences. To be sure, the delineation is arbitrary to some extent, as the editors themselves point out. But all such
delineations are, despite their undeniable practical usefulness. In the case of Poincaré’s correspondence, the principal
alternative of publishing the items in chronological order is greatly hampered by the fact that, apparently, Poincaré
habitually never put a date on his letters. A notable exception is his remarkable correspondence with Heinrich Hertz,
one of the gems of the present volume, which not only is complete with both incoming and outgoing items but in
which Poincaré neatly dated his letters, as if, as the editors remark tongue-in-cheek, he was anticipating the future
publication of those letters.
The edition is a scholarly one, intended as a reference work for Poincaré scholars and other historians and philoso-
phers of science. Nevertheless, the edition also targets the curious reader who wants to get an authentic glimpse into
Poincaré’s intellectual world. With this audience in mind, the transcriptions are standardized and are not cluttered
with text-critical apparatus. Occasionally, an uncertain reading or false start is explicitly pointed out if the variant
conveys some significant meaning. The critical annotation identifies persons and references, clarifies obscure points,
and provides pointers to the relevant primary and secondary literature.
Each correspondent is introduced with a short editorial note that provides basic biographical information and, if
necessary, elaborates on major themes of the respective correspondence. The biographical notes emphasize the corre-
spondents’ academic training and professional occupation. Occasionally, the editorial notes outweigh by far the actual
content of the letters. Thus, a 1903 one-line dinner invitation for Paul Langevin and a certain Mr. Klein, the only
item of correspondence between Poincaré and Langevin, prompts a two-page note on Langevin’s life, elaborating on
his early academic training as well as on his later scientific and political career. It also provides a brief discussion
of Felix Klein and his project of an Encyclopedia of the Mathematical Sciences. For the curious reader these edito-
rial introductions, compiled from standard sources, provide useful general context information. How else should we
appreciate, say, the two short notes to Charles-Éduard Guillaume, one in which Poincaré asks him which fraction of
the total energy in the spectrum of electric sparks would be in the visible range, and the other in which he accepts an
invitation to a conference about comets organized by the societé industrielle in Mulhouse?
With the occasional over-elaborate politeness of French letter writing, the brief matter-of-fact communications
between long-time friends and colleagues, and the occasional brusque tone of polemic correspondence with some
English colleagues, the correspondence conveys a sense of the intellectual and scientific milieu in which Poincaré
worked and moved. Thus, we read the rather acidic correspondence, published in the pages of Nature, with Peter
Guthrie Tait, which was sparked by Tait’s scathing review of Poincaré’s 1892 Thermodynamique, reprinted in the
volume’s appendix. Tait’s main objection was that Poincaré’s mathematical exposition underestimated the empirical
basis of thermodynamics and slighted the authors of underlying experimental work, a critique to which Poincaré
responded very politely, even lamely one might be tempted to say, by addressing only a minor point of Tait’s review.
On the other hand, the correspondence with Hertz, which is initiated by Poincaré’s pointing out a factor-of-two error in
Hertz’s expression for the period of electromagnetic oscillations in an electric circuit, is accompanied with profuse and
repeated expressions of each other’s high esteem as colleagues. The sixteen items of correspondence with Hertz reveal
Poincaré’s genuine and informed interest in the forefront of contemporary electrodynamics. They discuss Hertz’s
experiments on electromagnetic waves in intricate detail.
The correspondence with Hertz is naturally followed up, both in chronology and in content, by another rich set of
correspondence, the twenty-nine letters by René Blondlot, Poincaré’s long time friend and colleague at the University
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of Nancy. The correspondence begins in 1891 with Blondlot informing Poincaré about details of his experimental
setup in Nancy, aimed at a further investigation of Hertz’s electromagnetic waves, and asking for advice. Unfor-
tunately, Poincaré’s responses are missing, but we nevertheless get a good impression of Poincaré’s interest and
guidance. Blondlot’s experiments were carefully designed and produced valid results that established his reputation
as a trustworthy experimenter and also helped to disseminate the ideas of Maxwell and Hertz in France. Several of
Blondlot’s results were published in the Comptes rendus, communicated by Poincaré. In the late 1890s and early
twentieth century, Blondlot’s research interests turned to an investigation of the recently discovered X-rays and their
polarization properties. In the context of this research at some point in 1903 Blondlot believed he had found a new
kind of ray, which he christened N-rays. Blondlot chose this name because these new rays were found in Nancy, as
he tells Poincaré in one of the letters reporting on this alleged discovery. The discovery turned out to become a major
embarrassment for French science, when Blondlot’s findings could not be verified in other laboratories. From the
correspondence with Blondlot, we can only infer Poincaré’s reaction to the discovery, which must have been one of
genuine scientific interest, following the experimental research with critical questions but also with sympathy for his
friend and his work.
In another interesting episode, Poincaré acted as a fatherly adviser of a young experimental physicist, Victor
Crémieu, documented by twenty-one items of correspondence in the volume. Some twenty years younger than
Poincaré, Crémieu obtained his Ph.D. in physics at the Sorbonne in 1901. In the course of his graduate work Crémieu
had looked at the so-called Rowland effect, which demonstrated the existence of a magnetic field generated by convec-
tion currents thus verifying an effect that was predicted theoretically by Maxwell’s electrodynamical theory. Failing
to find the effect in his own work, Crémieu’s results cast some fundamental doubts on Maxwell’s theory. However,
another young experimentalist, Harold Pender, was doing graduate work under Rowland’s supervision at Johns Hop-
kins University in Baltimore, MD, and claimed to have found the effect of magnetic action of convection currents in
an experimental setup that was very similar to the one used by Crémieu. Faced with the situation that two laboratories
were reporting contradicting results for two experiments that not only should produce the same effects but that also
had far-reaching theoretical implications, Poincaré made a rather unusual move. Contacting William Thomson and
others for support, he suggested that the two young physicists come together at the same location and repeat their
experiments side-by-side under each other’s critical scrutiny. With financial support from the Institut de France and
from the Carnegie Institution, Pender did come to Paris and repeated his experiment in a parallel setup in Edmond
Bouty’s laboratory at the Sorbonne. It turned out that Crémieu’s null result had probably been caused by a masking
effect. Conceding defeat, Crémieu moved on to another experiment, investigating gravitational absorption in a test
of Newtonian theory. Although interested in this new experiment as well, Poincaré advised Crémieu not to publish
anything on this topic before the results of the joint Crémieu–Pender experiments had been published, so as not to put
his scientific reputation in jeopardy.
Other correspondents in this volume include Gustave Le Bon (24 items), Alfred Potier (20 items), William Thom-
son (18 items), Vito Volterra (14 items), and Henri Becquerel (12 items).
Poincaré’s work in physics has been studied in a number of historical investigations, and the editors make good use
of the existing secondary literature and provide many guides to the relevant historical literature. Poincaré’s lectures on
électricité et optique, published in two volumes in 1890–1891, and translated to German in 1891–1892, were the first
exposition of Maxwell’s electromagnetic theory in Germany and the second in France, following the French translation
of Maxwell’s own work. He was among the first to apply the method of retarded potentials in electrodynamics, he
invented a method for solving the telegraph equation, and he contributed several fundamental investigations to the
interpretation of Lorentz’s electron theory, culminating in his famous 1906 article sur la dynamique de l’electron,
which to this day has been praised and criticized in comparative evaluations of his interpretation of electrodynamics
and Einstein’s 1905 theory of special relativity. In astronomy, his work on the three-body problem has been immensely
influential, as have his reflections on the nature of science for philosophers.
Why then has Poincaré’s work in physics never achieved the recognition among physicists that Poincaré himself
had hoped? In the appendix, the editors present a number of additional documents, expert opinions, thesis evaluations,
and other items, including correspondence with the Nobel Prize committee in Sweden. In 1902, Poincaré wrote a
proposal, signed by eighteen European scholars, to award the Nobel to Hendrik A. Lorentz, who shared the prize
with Pieter Zeeman. The next year, he led a similar effort in proposing Marie Curie and Henri Becquerel, who were
awarded the 1903 Nobel together with Pierre Curie. A proposal for Augusto Righi did have success, and it took
several attempts until Gabriel Lippmann won the Nobel in 1908. Early proposals of Lippmann by Henri Becquerel
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and Gaston Darboux had named Poincaré as a second candidate and a campaign in 1908 to nominate Poincaré was
started. It was led by Darboux as permanent secretary of the Académie des sciences, and it was supported by a
number of Poincaré’s colleagues. Lorentz and Zeeman supported the campaign in a letter from 1910, if only somewhat
dutifully and without passing the chance to draw the committee’s attention to their countrymen Johannes van der
Waals and Heike Kamerlingh Onnes. The campaign for Poincaré is documented not only by the proposal letters but
also by an interesting document in which Poincaré himself summarized his contributions to the physical sciences in a
memorandum for Darboux.
As we know, Poincaré died before this campaign bore fruit. Needless to say, a historical assessment of his contri-
butions to physics cannot emerge from the correspondence assembled in this volume alone. But, on the other hand, no
serious attempt to put Poincaré’s contributions to the natural sciences into a proper historical perspective can ignore
the rich and carefully edited collection of documents in this volume.
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This book shows a picture of Italian geometry and, especially, geometers in the delicate passage from projective
geometry (the “modern geometry”) to algebraic geometry (the “new Italian geometry,” as Felix Klein named the
theory of algebraic curves and surfaces, which represented the new course of the Italian school of geometry). The new
methods of algebraic geometry took the place of the old projective methods; the changes were sometimes traumatic
and hard polemics broke out between mathematicians of different schools, as the letters published in this book show.
These new ideas were to lead to the celebrated Italian school of algebraic geometry founded by Corrado Segre, whose
main characters were Guido Castelnuovo, Federigo Enriques and Francesco Severi.
Federico Amodeo (1859–1946) is a nearly unknown mathematician, at least to present-day mathematicians and
historians of mathematics. He was born in Avellino, a town then belonging to the kingdom of Naples, and studied
at the University of Naples with the geometer Achille Sannia. Amodeo was soon given a secondary school post in
Naples, but then moved to Turin. There he taught at a technical institute during the academic year 1890–1891 and met
Giuseppe Peano, Gino Fano, Enrico D’Ovidio, Segre, and Castelnuovo, with whom in subsequent years he exchanged
the letters contained in the book. In these years Segre launched his research on algebraic curves and manifolds.
In Turin Amodeo tried to get the “libera docenza,” which would allow him to hold university lectures, but failed
because Segre considered his works not original enough. After his intense experience in Turin, Amodeo went back to
Naples because he suffered economic problems. As the letters between Sannia and Amodeo—mostly exchanged in
1891—show, Amodeo helped Sannia in drafting the second edition of the Lectures on projective geometry (Lezioni
